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DETAILED ACTION 

Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

1 . A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this 
application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action 
has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on 
02/04/2008 has been entered. 

Response to Amendment 

2. This Action is in regards to the Response received on 02/04/2008. 
Applicant's Amendments with respect to claims1-22 have been fully considered but not 
deemed fully are persuasive in view of the following ground(s) of rejection. 

Information Disclosure Statement 

3. The Objection to the IDS dated 04/12/2004 is withdrawn based on Applicant's 
admission that no new IDS had been sent and that the references not considered by the 
Examiner in the Applicant's originally submitted IDS (04/12/2004) where not material to 
the patentability of the claims. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1 , 148 USPQ 459 
(1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining obviousness 
under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 

4. Claims 1-6, 9-15, 17-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over McGann et al. (McGann) US patent No. 6920476, in view of Lambert 
et al. (Lambert) US PG PUB No. 2003/0033349. 

5. Regarding Claims 1 & 9 & 17, McGann teaches copying the message (Fig. 2, 
Message 26) to a working queue (Fig. 2, Message collector 28) the working queue 
being persisted by a queue manager (Fig. 2, Local queue manager 30), to persist the 
message (Col. 3, Line 2, preferably, it is persisted to a local file system 32 (Fig. 2), 
where it is stored until the message is delivered), the message being on both the 
inbound queue and the working queue concurrently (Col 2, lines 44-45, this happens 
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very quickly thus the message is on both queues); removing the message from the 
inbound queue after copying the message to the working queue (Col 2, lines 44-47, 
once the messaging collector 28 has passed the message off to the local queue 
manager 30, sending process has completed sending message 26 and may return to 
other functions indicating that the message is removed from the inbound queue after 
copying the message to the working queue); processing the message to generate a 
reply (Col. 3, Line 31 , Message Writer 36 (Fig.2) is a module that receives messages 
and routes them to a specific associated process) prior to removing the message from 
the working queue (Col. 3, line 3, Until removed by the receiver, the message remains 
on the local file system so that it can be retrieved and resent in case of a hardware or 
software failure somewhere along the line) and storing the reply in an outbound queue 
after generating the reply (see e.g. col. 3, lines 36-38, background thread queue). 
However McGann does not explicitly teach browsing the inbound queue to identify the 
message after storing the message in the inbound queue. 

6. It is well known in the art that a message can not be stored in a queue before it is 
received, thus it is understood that storing the message in an inbound queue after 
receiving the message is inherent. It is also well known in the art that in order to identify 
a message, it has to be browsed. Further more Lambert, which is in the same field of 
endeavor, also teaches (Page 8, [0094] Line 1 , that queue managers provide 
applications with Get, Put, Browse, Wait, Listen and Delete operations). 
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7. McGann discloses the invention substantially as claimed except for browsing the 
inbound queue to identify the message after storing the message in the inbound queue. 
It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the networking art at the time 
the applicant's invention was made to browse the queue to identify the message after 
storing the message in the inbound queue as taught by Lambert, since what is lacking 
in McGann, is well known in the art. One of the functions of the queue manager is to 
browse the queue. In order to process a message, it first has to be browsed. 

8. One of ordinary skills in the networking art at the time the applicant's invention 
was made would benefit from combining McGann and Lambert to achieve processing of 
the message. 

9. Regarding Claims 2 &10 & 18, McGann-Lambert disclose the invention 
substantially as claimed. McGann further discloses, removing the message from the 
working queue after storing the reply in the outbound queue. (Col. 3, Line 43, once the 
message writer 36 has delivered the message, it removes the message form the local 
queue, where it had been placed by the local queue manager 30). 

10. Regarding Claims 3 & 11 & 15, McGann-Lambert disclose the invention 
substantially as claimed. McGann further discloses restoring the message in the 
working queue after a system failure. (Col .3, Line 48, Thus, in the event of a failure, the 
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message is saved in a reliable location. Once the failure has been corrected, the 
message can be resent and receipt insured by plug in 38, 40, the intended recipient). 

1 1 . Regarding Claims 4 & 12, McGann-Lambert disclose the invention substantially 
as claimed. McGann further discloses determining that the message is persisted prior to 
removing the message from the inbound queue. (Col. 3, Line 45, until message writer 36 
has delivered the message, it remains on the persistent storage device, from where it 
can be accessed later if need be). 

12. Regarding Claims 5 &13, McGann-Lambert disclose the invention substantially 
as claimed. McGann further discloses message as part of a wave of messages in a 
chronologically adjacent order to facilitate generating the reply. However McGann does 
not explicitly disclose browsing comprises searching the working queue for the 
message, wherein the message is waiting to be processed. 

1 3. In the same field of endeavor, Lambert teaches (Page 8, [0094] Line 1 ) that 
queue managers provide applications with Get, Put, Browse, Wait, Listen and Delete 
operations. 

14. One of ordinary skills in the networking art at the time the applicant's invention 
was made would benefit from combining McGann and Lambert to achieve processing of 
the message. 
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15. Regarding Claims 6 & 14, McGann-Lambert disclose the invention substantially 
as claimed. McGann further discloses that browsing comprises locking the message 
until the message is copied to the working queue. (Page 8, [0095] Line 5, Browsing 
under lock is also supported which has the additional feature of locking the matching 
messages on the queue). 

16. Regarding Claims 20, McGann discloses the invention substantially as claimed. 
However Mcgann does not explicitly teach browsing comprises selecting a set of 
messages, the message being part of the set. 

17. In the same field of invention, Lambert teaches that browsing comprises 
selecting a set of messages, the message being part of the set (Page 8, [0095] Line 3) 
Queues may also be browsed for messages under the control of a filter and also 
alternatively applications can listen for message events, again optionally with a filter 
(Page 8, [0095] Line 13). 

18. The same motivation utilized in the combination of claim 1 , equally applies as 
well to claim 20. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

19. Claim 7 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over McGann 
in view of Lambert as applied to claim 1 above and in further view of Nakada (Nakada) 
US PG PUB No. 2001/0013051. 

20. Regarding Claim 7, McGann-Lambert disclose the invention substantially as 
claimed. However McGann-Lambert do not explicitly disclose processing comprises 
assigning the message to a thread, the thread being available to process the message. 

21 . In the same field of endeavor, Nakada teaches, generating a new conversation 
thread when it is determined that the corresponding conversation thread does not exist 
in the message processor (Page 2, [0030] Line 6). 

22. It is well known in the art that a process cannot occur unless a thread is assigned 
to it; hence it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the networking art 
at the time the invention was made to assign the message to a thread, the thread being 
available as taught by Nakada. 

23. One of ordinary skills in art at the time of the applicant's invention would benefit 
from combining McGann-Lambert with Nakada. Such a modification would allow the 
process to occur & execute as intended by the message sender. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

24. Claims 8 & 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
McGann in view of Lambert as applied to claim 1 & 9 above and in further view of 
Mikalsen (Mikalsen) US patent No. 6934948. 

25. Regarding Claim 8 & 16, McGann-Lambert disclose the invention substantially 
as claimed. However McGann- Lambert do not explicitly teach that processing 
comprises transmitting a second message to request data indicated by a content of the 
message and generating the reply based upon data received in response to the second 
message. 

26. In the same field of endeavor, Mikalsen teaches that processing comprises 
transmitting a second message to request data (Col .6, Line 23-24, the message 
representing the request), indicated by a content of the message and generating the 
reply based upon data received in response to the second message (Col. 6, Line 24-30, 
the two messages are correlated and as a consequence to the request message or 
some processing, the reply is generated) and that it is known to generate a reply based 
on the content of the message (Col 6, Line 19-30). 

27. It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to generate a reply message based on the content of the message 
as taught by Mikalsen. One of ordinary skills in art at the time of the applicant's 
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invention would benefit from combining McGann and Lambert with Mikalsen by 
achieving the processing of the message as intended by the sender. 

Response to Arguments 

28. Applicant's arguments filed on 02/04/2008 have been carefully considered but 
they are not deemed fully persuasive. Applicant argues that McGann in view of Lambert 
fails to teach or suggest: 

A. . ..storing the message in an inbound queue after receiving the message; 
browsing the inbound queue to identify the message after storing the message in the 
inbound queue; copying the message to a working queue, the working queue being 
persisted by a queue manager, to persist the message, the message being in 

both the inbound queue and the working queue concurrently; removing the message 
from the inbound queue after copying the message to the working queue; 
processing the message to generate a reply prior to removing the message 
from the working queue; and storing the reply in an outbound queue after generating the 
reply. As it applies to claims 1 & 17. 

B. a dispatcher to browse the inbound queue to identify the message after the 
message is stored in the inbound queue; copy the message to the working 

queue to persist the message, the message to be in both the inbound queue 
and the working queue concurrently; remove the message from the 
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inbound queue after the message is copied to the working queue and after 
the message is persisted from the working queue; and assign a thread to 
process the message to generate the reply in response to the message prior 
to removing the message from the working queue and to store the reply in 
the outbound queue after generating the reply. As it applies to claim 9. 

29. As to Point A, 

It is The Examiners position that there does lay support within McGann-Lambert. 
McGann teaches copying the message (Fig. 2, Message 26) to a working queue (Fig. 
2, Message collector 28) the working queue being persisted by a queue manager (Fig. 
2, Local queue manager 30), to persist the message (Col. 3, Line 2, preferably, it is 
persisted to a local file system 32 (Fig. 2), where it is stored until the message is 
delivered), the message being on both the inbound queue and the working queue 
concurrently (Col 2, lines 44-45, this happens very quickly thus the message is on both 
queues); removing the message from the inbound queue after copying the message to 
the working queue (Col 2, lines 44-47, once the messaging collector 28 has passed the 
message off to the local queue manager 30, sending process has completed sending 
message 26 and may return to other functions indicating that the message is removed 
from the inbound queue after copying the message to the working queue); processing 
the message to generate a reply (Col. 3, Line 31, Message Writer 36 (Fig. 2) is a module 
that receives messages and routes them to a specific associated process) prior to 
removing the message from the working queue (Col .3, line 3, Until removed by the 
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receiver, the message remains on the local file system so that it can be retrieved and 
resent in case of a hardware or software failure somewhere along the line) and storing 
the reply in an outbound queue after generating the reply (see e.g. col. 3, lines 36-38, 
background thread queue). It is well known in the art that a message can not be stored 
in a queue before it is received, thus it is understood that storing the message in an 
inbound queue after receiving the message is inherent. It is also well known in the art 
that in order to identify a message, it has to be browsed. Further more Lambert, which 
is in the same field of endeavor, also teaches teach browsing the inbound queue to 
identify the message after storing the message in the inbound queue (Page 8, [0094] 
Line 1, that queue managers provide applications with Get, Put, Browse, Wait, Listen 
and Delete operations). Thus the 103 rejection of claims 1 , 17 is proper. 

30. As to point B, 

It is The Examiners position that there does lay support within McGann-Lambert. Claim 
9 lists all the same limitations of claim 1 but in apparatus form rather than method form. 
Thus the same rational as explained above applies equally as well to claim 9 as it did to 
claim 1 . Thus the 1 03 rejection of claims 9 is proper. 

Prior Art of Record 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. Please refer to form PTO-892 (Notice of Reference Cited) for a list of 
relevant prior art. 
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Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to SAEED S. MIRZADEGAN whose telephone number is 
(571)270-3044. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8:00-5:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, William Vaughn can be reached on 571-272-3922. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

IS. S. M./ 

Examiner, Art Unit 2144 



/William C. Vaughn, Jr./ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2144 



